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Sir: 

The following remarks respond to the final Office action dated 
May. 28, 2003: 



Reconsideration of the application is requested. Claims 1-4 
remain in the application. 
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In item 2 of the Office action, the Examiner renewed his 
rejection claims 1 and 3 as being fully anticipated by Kumar 
(U.S. 6,163,531) under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). As will be 
explained below, the claims were patentable over the cited art 
in their original form and the claims have, therefore, not 
been amended to overcome the references . 

Before discussing the prior art in detail, a brief review of 
the invention as claimed is provided. Claim 1 calls for, 
inter alia, a multimedia terminal having the following 
features : 

a controller for processing signaling information 
for a point-to-multipoint connection between the 
multimedia terminal and a plurality of terminals; 



a mixer, connected to said controller, for mixing 
datastreams originating at the multimedia terminal 
and at the plurality of terminals and for providing 
datastream mixtures to the plurality of terminals. 
(Emphasis added by Applicants.) 



In the previous response to the Office action, applicants 
distinguished the prior art by emphasizing that applicant's 
invention is an u end device" whereas the prior art was a 
"central multipoint controller" / 



In the Response to Arguments section of the instant office 
action, the Examiner responded that neither claim 1 nor claim 



and 
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explicitly included the limitation that the multimedia 
terminal was an end point. 



The Examiner failed to appreciate the full impact of the word 
"terminal". Webster's dictionary gives the following 
definitions for "terminal" : 



1 : a part that forms the end : EXTREMITY, 
TERMINATION 



2 : a terminating usually ornamental detail : FINIAL 

3 : a device attached to the end of a wire or cable 
or to an electrical apparatus for convenience in 
making connections 

4 a : either end of a carrier line having facilities 
for the handling of freight and passengers b : a 
freight or passenger station that is central to a 
considerable area or serves as a junction at any 
point with other lines c : a town or city at the end 
of a carrier line : TERMINUS 



5 : a combination of a keyboard and output device 
(as a video display unit) by which data can be 
entered into or output from a computer or electronic 
communications system 

In light of the definition, the meaning of the word "terminal" 
implies that the terminal is an end point so no other meaning 
other than the plain and simple meaning is required. 



In light of the significance of the meaning of the term 
"terminal" the original arguments are repeated in the 
following paragraphs. 
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Received from < +9549251 101 > at 8128103 4:23:48 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 




08-28-' 03 16:35 FROM-Lerner & Greenberg +9549251101 T-657 P05/09 U-193 

GR98P5938 

The object of the instant application is to provide a 
multimedia end device, for the realization of H.323 multipoint 
connections. According to the invention, the multimedia end 
device includes a controller for signal processing for point - 
to-multipiont connections as well as a mixer for mixing the 
data streams start from the conference participants (including 
the multimedia end device itself) and for distributing data 
stream mixtures to the conference participants. 

In contrast, in common H.323 conference systems, a central 
conference control device (MCU: multipoint control unit) 
controls the conference signals and mixes and distributes the 
data streams of the .conference participants. The central 
conference control device should not be confused with an end 
device . 

Thus, an essential advantage of the invention thus is that no 
such central MCU is necessary. Furthermore, the integration 
of the signal processing and mixing functionality in an end 
device according to the invention allows for a more flexible 
conference set-up from this end device. Connections to 
several end devices, for example, can be set-up parallel from 
the end device according to the invention. Furthermore, due 
to its mixing function, the end device according to the 
invention also integrates the use of non-multipoint end 
devices in a conference circuit. 

-4- 
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Kumar describes a conference system that, contrary to the 
object of the instant application, requires a central .MCU or a 
central multipoint controller <MC) • The MCU disclosed in 
Kumar is thereby not to be confused with an end device. In 
col* 3, lines 27 to 30, of Kumar it is even explicitly defined 
that an MCU is a stand-alone unit that is disposed outside of 
an end device. Therefore, the identification of an MCU in an 
end device as made by the Examiner cannot be maintained. Even 
though an MC might be disposed in an end device (see col. 3, 
line 27) , the MC does not contain a multipoint processor (MP) 
(see col. 3, lines 30 to 34) that could mix media streams (see 
col. 4, lines 19-21). Kumar .only discloses that such an MP 
may be present in an MCU together with an MC; see col. 3,- 
line 31. However, in Kumar col, 3, lines 27-30, an MCU is 
disclosed exclusively as a stand-alone unit disposed outside 
of an end device. It follows that an MP in Kumar is 
exclusively provided for the purpose of mixing and 
distributing media streams outside of the end devices. 

Kumar does not teach a mixer in an end device for mixing the 
data streams that start from the conference participants and 
for distributing data stream mixtures to the conference 
participants. This holds true particularly for the 
embodiments illustrated in Figs. 2a and 2b. 
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In the embodiment according to Fig. 2a based on MC, the 
transmitting conference participants transmit the audio data 
streams via multicasting to the other conference participants 
(see col. 3 P line 66, to col. 4, line 8). Due to the 
multicasting, it is not necessary to mix the data streams of 
the conference participants and to distribute the mixed data 
streams to the conference participants. Even though a mixing 
of data streams in the received end devices does take place in 
order to output the mixing result to the respective user (col. 
4, lines 10 to 14), but the data stream starting from the 
respective end device itself is not mixed thereto and the data 
stream mixtures are not transmitted to the other end devices. 
Due to the fact that, in this embodiment, a distribution of 
mixed data streams is not necessary, a mixer for mixing the 
data streams starting from the conference participants and for 
distributing data stream mixtures to the conference 
participants cannot be suggested by this MC-based embodiment 
variant . 

In the MCU-based embodiment variant according to Fig. 2b, the 
media streams starting from the conference participants are 
transmitted to an MP, which is disposed in the MCU, and the MP 
centrally mixes the media data streams. Col. 4, lines 18 to 
21 in combination with Fig. 2b show that the mixing and 
distribution of data streams takes place in the MP and thus 
outside of the end device. An integration of an MP into an 

-6- 
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end device is not suggested, because col. 3, lines 28 to 

34, teach an MCU containing an MP as a stand-alone unit outside 

of the end device. 

In item. 5 of the Office action, the Examiner rejected claims 2 
and 4 as being unpatentable over Kumar and Ahuja et al. under 
35 U.S.C- § 103(a) . Claims 2 and 4 ultimately depend on 
claims 1 and 3, respectively. The patentability of these 
claims depends on the arguments relating to claims 1 and 3, 
discussed above. 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of 
claims 1-4 are solicited. In- the event the Examiner should 
still find any of the claims to be unpa ten table, please 
telephone counsel so that patentable language can be 
substituted. In particular, Applicants are interested to hear 
any suggestions that the Examiner might be inserted to make 
the features of a "terminal" more explicit. 

If an extension of time for this paper is required, petition 
for extension is herewith made. 
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Please charge any other fees that might be due with respect to 
Sections 1.16 and 1.17 to the Deposit Account of Lerner and 
Greenberg, P. A., No. 12-1099. 



Respectfully submitted, 




For Applicants 
LDP:cgm 

August 28 , 2003 

Lerner and Greenberg, P. A. 
Post Office Box 2480 
Hollywood, FL 33022-2480 
Tel: (954) 925-1100 
Fax: (954) 925-1101 
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